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Messrs. DELANEY, LAWSON of Flor-
ida, and Mrs. LAWRENCE changed
their vote from ‘‘nay” to ‘‘yea.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
during the votes held on April 13th, 2018, |
was away handling important matters related
to my District and attending my 15th Annual
Jobs Fair held in Atlanta. If | had been present
| would have voted “yes” on H.R. 4790—the
Volcker Rule Regulatory Harmonization Act.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | was unable to
be present to vote due to personal reasons.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea”
on rollcall No. 138 and ‘“yea” on rollcall No.
139.

———

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise for
the purpose of inquiring of the major-
ity leader the schedule for the week to
come, and I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCCARTHY).

(Mr. MCcCARTHY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, on
Monday, the House will meet at noon
for morning hour and 2 p.m. for legisla-
tive business. Votes will be postponed
until 6:30 p.m.

On Tuesday and Wednesday, the
House will meet at 10 a.m. for morning
hour and noon for legislative business.

On Thursday, the House will meet at
9 a.m. for legislative business. Last
votes of the week are expected no later
than 3 p.m.

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider
a number of suspensions next week, a
complete list of which will be an-
nounced by close of business today.

Next Tuesday, April 17, is also Tax
Day. While this is a day Americans
usually dread, I am pleased that this
will be the last year they will have to
file under the old and burdensome Tax
Code. Because of the Tax Cuts and Jobs
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Act, not only will filing be simpler,
Americans will keep more of their
hard-earned money, on top of the bo-
nuses and increased wages we have al-
ready seen.

In addition, the House will vote on
several important bills aimed at safe-
guarding all taxpayers next week.

First, there is H.R. 5192, the Pro-
tecting Children From Identity Theft
Act, sponsored by Representative CAR-
LOS CURBELO. Studies have shown the
rate of ID theft is actually 50 times
higher among children than adults.
This bipartisan bill would modernize
fraud detection systems to prevent
such theft from occurring in the first
place.

Second, H.R. 5444, the Taxpayer First
Act, sponsored by Representative LYNN
JENKINS, which would improve the
independent appeals process at the
IRS, along with other crucial taxpayer
services within the agency.

Lastly, H.R. 5445, the 21st Century
IRS Act, sponsored by Representative
MIKE BISHOP. This bill would boost cy-
bersecurity and other IT systems in
the IRS to ensure the agency serves all
taxpayers effectively and efficiently.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to the
House passing all these critical bills
without delay.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for that information. I
am constrained to observe that, from
my perspective, it will be the last year
that we will not start creating extraor-
dinarily more debt for our country. But
that aside, let me ask the gentleman a
couple of questions.

First of all, there has been discussion
in the press, certainly, and some dis-
cussion in the Congress about a possi-
bility of a rescission package. As the
gentleman knows, both he and I, the
Speaker, Leader PELOSI, Mr. McCON-
NELL, and the White House, worked
very, very hard on reaching an agree-
ment so that we could pass an omnibus
some weeks ago. That omnibus was the
result of some very hard bargaining
and negotiations and trade-offs, and
certainly, not—I don’t think anybody
was pleased with everything that was
in that bill, or, frankly, that wasn’t in
that bill.

I am, therefore, very concerned that
I now hear talk about we are going to,
in effect, go back on the agreement
that we reached. It was clear that
there were some things in there that I
didn’t like and others didn’t like, and I
am sure that was the case with your-
self as well, Mr. Leader. But it was an
agreement. It was an agreement
reached after hard discussions, over
months, and it was a very late agree-
ment at that, funding 2018 finally until
September 30, not until last month.
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So I am very concerned about the
possibility that we are going to try to,
in effect, relitigate that issue.

Can the majority leader give me
some insight as to whether or not, in
fact, we will be facing a rescission
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package at some point in time? And if
s0, can the majority leader advise us as
to what may be in that package?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the
majority leader.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, my friend is correct
that in this House we worked to pass
all 12 appropriation bills. We sent them
to the Senate, and the Senate did not
act. So as the process works, we had to
come to an agreement.

My friend on the other side said he
worked very hard on that, but at the
end of the day, I tell my friend: You
voted against it.

A rescission, as my friend knows, is
not about an omnibus bill. It is about
finding savings for the American peo-
ple. To quote Ronald Reagan: ‘‘The
problem is not that people are taxed
too little, the problem is that the gov-
ernment spends too much.”’

On this side of the aisle, we know
that unaccountable and unnecessary
spending not only puts our fiscal future
on shaky ground, but it also puts bur-
dens on the programs that Americans
actually rely on. That is why we passed
all 12 appropriation bills. Unfortu-
nately, the Senate Democrats blocked
even debate on every single one of
these bills. So they wouldn’t even de-
bate it, and they put us into this late
process.

Now, as far as rescissions, I believe
the Trump administration is com-
mitted to sending Congress a rescission
proposal.

As my friend knows, the 1974 Budget
Act would give this proposal fast-track
procedures both in the House and, more
importantly, in the Senate, which
means, to the American public, it
takes 51 votes to pass. So no longer can
a minority hold up debate or hold up
process to harm the American public.

While this has not been done in 20
years, President Trump is not afraid of
challenging the status quo, and I per-
sonally respect that. But I want to
look at history, and I want the Amer-
ican public to understand it.

Rescissions were once commonly
used by five different administrations,
both Republican and Democratic, and
at times the Republican Presidents had
Democratic majorities in Congress. Let
me give you a for-instance: President
Bill Clinton proposed 166 rescissions.
Congress passed 111 of those.

George H.W. Bush, when Democrats
controlled both, proposed 169. They
passed 34 of those.

Ronald Reagan proposed 602, and
they accepted 214 times to be able to
cut spending.

Now, Jimmy Carter proposed 122, and
Congress accepted 50.

President Gerald Ford proposed 152,
and Congress accepted 52.

As far as what this proposal looks
like, it remains a work in progress.
Now, I will continue to work with the
administration, but the one thing I
want to be very clear about is this is
not about an omnibus. This is about
saving money.
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So what a rescission package can do
is it can go back into other accounts
that have just sat there with money in
them with no action. No business
would run their business that way. No
family would want it run that way, to
keep some debt while you have money
sitting over here.

If you can save, I would believe ev-
erybody in this body would want to
save the taxpayers some money if there
is an opportunity to do this. And if I
checked my record correctly, I believe
my friend has voted for a few rescis-
sions in the past.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his comments.

The issue is, of course, not oversight.
We believe that there ought to be over-
sight.

The gentleman is correct, I voted
“no.” The gentleman voted ‘‘yes.”
Many of his colleagues voted ‘‘no’” with
me. Many of his colleagues are wring-
ing their hands now and saying too
much money was spent.

But this was an agreement that was
brought to the floor by the majority.
This was an agreement that was nego-
tiated by the majority. We didn’t have
the authority to put the bill on the
floor or not put the bill on the floor.

And it was an agreement. As I say,
Mr. Speaker, it was a tough agreement.
I didn’t particularly like the agree-
ment, but it was an agreement, and
that is why I voted ‘‘no.”

But the fact of the matter is that the
majority of this House voted ‘‘yes,”
and the majority of the Senate voted
‘“‘yes,” and they voted ‘“‘yes’ as the re-
sult of an agreement.

And, yes, of course, there have been
rescissions in the past; and although I
don’t know what the rescissions are,
there may well be a rescission that I
might support. The gentleman is cor-
rect. I wouldn’t irrationally oppose a
rescission which said we have had
money lying in an account that has not
been spent for 1, 2, 3 years. We
shouldn’t just have it sitting in that
account. The gentleman is absolutely
correct.

But very frankly, in my view, Mr.
Speaker, this is to, in effect, negate an
agreement that was reached and to, in
effect, say, no, we really don’t want to
spend that money. That may be cor-
rect, but the majority of the Repub-
licans in this House voted for it.

Nobody said: We are going to vote for
it, but days later we are going to come
back and say we don’t want this, we
don’t want that, and we don’t want the
other.

And we think it is a little bit like
what we did yesterday, where the ma-
jority has offered a tax bill which cuts
$1.8 trillion in revenue. I made the
point yesterday that it was a little bit
like a businessman that has a product
to sell. The product costs him $10 to
produce, and he charges $7 when he
sells it. That businessman does not
stay in business very long.

But the Republicans do it the oppo-
site way. They cut the revenues, they
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create debt, and they vote for more
spending. And their constituents seem
to be upset about that. I don’t blame
them.

Therefore, we had a balanced budget
amendment offered yesterday, which,
of course, did not comport at all with
what our Republican friends, Mr.
Speaker, have done over the last year,
and, very frankly, in my view, over the
last decades when they were in power
to do so, which is why we have this ex-
traordinary debt and why CBO has just
come down and said, as a result of
those bills, we are going to create $14
trillion in new debt over the next 10
years, which my kids and your Kkids
and our grandchildren are going to
have to pay.

I want to make it very clear that I
think we need a serious, disciplined
discussion on getting a handle on this
deficit. Part of that discussion needs to
be revenues.

Very frankly, Mr. Speaker, I believe,
on their side of the aisle, they want to
spend a lot of money. They want to
spend it on defense. We increased de-
fense by over 10, 12 percent this year.

Now, very frankly, what was being
spent on defense was as a result of Re-
publican budgets over the last number
of years, so that it is hard for me to be-
lieve that they would vote for budgets
and appropriation bills that they
thought were undermining defense.

But, in any event, we increased that
substantially. And, yes, we increased
spending on education, on healthcare—
opioids, in particular—other items on
emergency relief. The leader and I vis-
ited Puerto Rico and the Virgin Is-
lands, Texas, Florida. They needed as-
sistance, and we passed that as well.
But, very frankly, we didn’t pay for
any of it.

We hear about spending. Whatever
the spending level is, we ought to pay
for it. That would be my position. And
if we want to spend the money, we
ought to pay for it.

Now, however, I hope these rescis-
sions do not set a precedent whereby
future negotiations will be put at great
risk, because at least one party will
not trust that the negotiations are
real.

When Ryan-Murray was agreed to by
Speaker RYAN and by Senator MURRAY,
shortly after that agreement was
reached as to what spending levels
would be, some of my Republican col-
leagues came back and said: Oh, well,
they are ceilings.

It is like my bargaining to buy a
house for $100,000, and then I come
back at the settlement table and say:
Well, I am really going to pay $75,000.
$100,000 was just a ceiling on what I was
going to pay for that house.

That doesn’t make any sense, and no-
body would think it makes any sense.

So I will tell my friend, the majority
leader, I hope that the rescissions are
based upon the sort of example that he
gave, and, therefore, it may receive
some support. But if they are simply to
reverse hard-bargained results, then I
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think that will put at risk any kind of
bipartisan negotiations that might
occur in the future.

Very frankly, the budget—and I am
going to ask the gentleman about the
budget now—is supposed to come down
pretty soon. As a matter of fact, it is
supposed to be reported out of the
Budget Committee by now. It is sup-
posed to be passed by the Congress by
April 15 or 17, depending upon which
date you wuse, but sometime this
month.

Does the majority leader have any
reason to believe that we are going to
pass, over the next 2 weeks, a budget—
and send it to the Senate—that is bal-
anced?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding.

If I first may answer the other ques-
tions the gentleman raised.

First of all, when he talks about
trust, everybody should know what
happens when you get to an omni and
why. We had an omni not because of
this House. We had an omni not be-
cause of this majority. We passed all 12
appropriation bills. The last time that
was done by a Republican majority, the
iPhone wasn’t invented.

We sent it to the Senate, and do you
know the sad part? The last time when
we sent it to the Senate, maybe they
debated the bills and the bills failed—
no. And it wasn’t the majority on the
other side in the Senate. It was my
friend’s party on the other side that
wouldn’t even allow it to come to de-
bate.

Now my friend talks about being
very concerned because they spent a
lot of time negotiating. You see, I
don’t really care for omnis. I would
never want to see another one on the
floor. That is why we did our job.

But when it comes to an omni, the
minority has power. They could say:
No. This can’t be in it.

And they kind of finally came to an
agreement. And when they did, my
friend on the other side said: I am wor-
ried about trust, so I am voting against
it after all these negotiations.

And then he brings up: Oh, my God.
The Republicans. They spent money on
the military.

Sequester has cut more than 20 per-
cent from the military. You can look
back just the last 2 weeks. How many
of our men and women died not in com-
bat, but in training? How many planes
of ours can actually fly today?

I will tell you this: The world is not
20 percent safer while the military has
been cut.

As we speak today, our Navy is sail-
ing. As we speak today, we are con-
cerned about what is going to happen
with Iran. We are concerned: What is
North Korea going to do? And where is
Putin on the march?

So, yes, I am proud of funding the
military. That is why we did it.

Did you want to put the other? No.
We are held hostage because the minor-
ity in the other Chamber decided to
hold the country hostage.
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Now, when it comes to rescissions,
let’s be truthful with the American
public. That could be unobligated funds
from prior years. So if there is money,
just because it was budgeted and appro-
priated but they didn’t need it all, why
don’t you save the taxpayers and bring
that back to the Treasury?

Mr. HOYER. Did the majority leader
hear me say that is a reasonable thing
to do?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I look
forward to the gentleman’s support, be-
cause we didn’t have it last time.

Mr. Speaker, in these rescissions, we
can look at these unnecessary pro-
grams. That is healthy for the country.
The world changes. We should mod-
ernize. We should make government
more efficient and more effective and,
most importantly, more accountable.

Now, my friend needs to be familiar
with this process, because when I look
at history, both in 1996 and 1998, the
omnibus bills included numerous re-
scissions that President Clinton pro-
posed and Congress accepted.

Now, that was back when you voted
for the spending bills, but I am hopeful
you will be for this rescission as well,
because I believe the American public
will look at it not as a Republican or a
Democrat.

Every time I watch people run for of-
fice, they say: I want to go line by line.
For 20 years, we didn’t have people
that wanted to do that in the adminis-
tration. Today, we do, And I applaud
President Trump for saying it, and I
applaud President Trump for doing it.
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Now, you talked about a few other
things. You are concerned about debt. I
am concerned about debt. You think
there are two different ways to solve
this. I believe if we grow the economy
and we watch our budget, we can solve
this problem. When I look at the rev-
enue coming in, it is hitting its highest
level.

When I walk across this country, I
now see growth of more than 3 percent.
I see unemployment at almost the low-
est point in my lifetime. And if you
happen to be African American, or you
happen to be Hispanic, it is the lowest
it has been in America. I just saw
800,000 people come back into the work-
force.

If you look at manufacturing jobs, in
the last 3 months, we haven’t seen that
type of growth since 1984. If I look at
the last administration and I go and
look for the highest growth year under
President Obama, it is still lower than
the worst year under Bill Clinton.

So let’s grow and get this deficit
taken care of. But what is interesting
to me—I wrote this down because I
want to get it right, and you correct
me if you think it is wrong—you said:
Whatever we spend, we should pay for
it. Is that correct?

So this concerns me then. That Dem-
ocrat budget that you voted for not
only increased the deficit by $6.8 tril-
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lion over 10 years, it calls for the $3.9
trillion in revenue enhancements. We
know what that means. That means
tax increases. So you want to increase
taxes by $3.9 trillion, but you want to
increase the debt by $6.8 trillion. That
doesn’t meet what you just said. You
said whatever we spend we should pay
for.

So you are going to increase the debt
almost double, and you are going to in-
crease taxes. That is the difference be-
tween us. When we put the tax bill on
the floor, and I look at just in one com-
pany, 1.2 million of those employees,
they got extended maternity leave; the
number of companies that raised what
they pay; the electrical bills for Ameri-
cans in 39 States are now lower because
of that tax bill. And let’s not even talk
about the millions of bonuses that
Americans got. That is their own
money. And the revenues are coming in
higher.

The growth is bigger. Our oppor-
tunity is greater. But what you want
to do is snatch that back—say, no, no,
government needs it. But you are not
saying government needs it to pay off
the deficit because you are raising the
deficit even higher. It just doesn’t
work.

So what I am hopeful for, when we
come back to this table—and I do be-
lieve in trust—but if you are at the
table and you make an agreement,
come to the floor and be honest. Come
to the floor and uphold that agreement
that you talked through. Because I will
tell you, I didn’t like that bill. Because
we voted on all 12 bills here. I voted for
all of those. I voted for those and sent
them to the Senate, and the Senate
held this country hostage.

And do you know what? The mili-
tary, the number of men and women,
there is a greater number who are
dying in training than in any combat
we have today. That is a direct correla-
tion to the funding they have. And we
know where the world is today. We
have an obligation to make sure our
men and women can carry out their
duty and be safe. But today, the ques-
tion is: Can they carry out their train-
ing and be safe? We made a downpay-
ment to make sure that is the case.

And so I will say to my friend, I am
concerned about the debt as much as
you and even more. That is why I voted
to grow this economy and get more
money in. I voted on this floor to actu-
ally curve what is causing the greatest
growth, to guarantee it for next gen-
erations so it is there. Because if you
let it get out of control, it will not be
there.

But what is more important, at the
end of the day, is that we can look
back on any unobligated funds. It may
be 5—it could be 6, 7, 8 years ago, and
that money is just sitting there, and
that program is doing nothing. If you
are concerned about the debt, you want
to take it back and let’s pay it down. I
look forward to working with you.

Mr. HOYER. I have heard that argu-
ment, Mr. Speaker. I heard it in 1981.
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We passed a massive tax cut. The debt
increased over the next 7 years 187 per-
cent. That was Ronald Reagan’s tax
cut. And, frankly, Bob Dole helped
raise some revenues to offset that,
which is why it was only a 187 percent
increase in the debt during the Ronald
Reagan years.

I heard that argument in 2001 and
2003: We are going to grow the econ-
omy. We are going to have extraor-
dinary growth, creation of jobs, and
revenues that will come to the Federal
Government as a result of cutting
taxes.

And what happened? Six years later,
we had the deepest recession we have
had since Herbert Hoover. Nobody in
this House is over 90 and, therefore,
didn’t experience the depth of that re-
cession. The recession that we experi-
enced in December of 2007, when you
thought those tax cuts that the gen-
tleman talked about would have grown
the economy, just as he talked about,
he has got a problem in that CBO says
it doesn’t grow the economy. In fact, it
creates $14 trillion of new debt. That is
what CBO says, not STENY HOYER, not
the Democrats. That is $14 trillion—
with a T, Mr. Speaker—in new debt
that our children and grandchildren
will be confronted with.

So what do the Republicans do? They
had to say, let’s balance the budget.
Now, balancing the budget means you
pay for what you buy. Yes, I am for
that.

Very frankly, if you buy an aircraft
carrier, I think you can amortize that
over 40 years. Why? Like a house, you
will use it for 40 years and my grand-
children will get use of that aircraft
carrier to defend themselves and our
country.

As I am sure the majority leader
knows, there are few Members of this
Congress who have been any more con-
sistently supportive of the Armed
Forces than this Member. I supported
much of Ronald Reagan’s follow-on to
what Jimmy Carter started, and that
was building up our military strength
so the country would be secure.

And I continue to be a strong sup-
porter of the military. We need to keep
America strong. The gentleman’s
party, of course, contrary to the al-
most unanimous—I think unanimous,
but I will say almost unanimous—de-
sire that we repeal the sequester over
the last 8 years, your party, I tell the
majority leader, Mr. Speaker, wanted
to keep the sequester, and did keep the
sequester, and we could have done
away with the sequester, except they
crossed their fingers. They crossed
their fingers and said: We will keep the
sequester, but Speaker RYAN will make
a deal with Senator MURRAY so that we
don’t have to live its effects. And we
passed those Ryan-Murray deals. And
there was not an attempt to reverse
that course.

So the sequester argument, Mr.
Speaker, is an argument of constraint
imposed by the majority party; not by
us. We had urged that the sequester be
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rescinded. And, in fact, we supported
the Ryan-Murray agreement. As a mat-
ter of fact, I didn’t support the first
Ryan-Murray agreement. I didn’t sup-
port it because I thought it was a fa-
cade, and it turned out to be, I think,
pretty meaningless in terms of what
the agreement was.

So we haven’t grown the economy.
As a matter of fact, we had the worst
economy any of us have seen under the
Bush fiscal policy supported by my Re-
publican friends. I didn’t support that.

CBO says this bill will not grow the
economy, but this bill will create sub-
stantial debt. I asked the gentleman a
question that I want to go back to. And
that is: Does the gentleman expect us
to have a budget this month?

Before I do that, let me say, the gen-
tleman says—and it was a good strat-
egy—that they passed 12 appropria-
tions bills. They packaged them in two
packages. They didn’t consider them
individually, but two packages. They
sent them to the Senate, and they were
partisan bills.

Mr. McCONNELL, the majority leader,
did not bring them to the floor. Now,
he may say he didn’t bring them to the
floor because the minority wouldn’t
agree with them, but he could have
brought them to the floor. He didn’t
want to subject them to amendments
and discussion.

Or, they would have had a vote and
our people wouldn’t have voted to
bring them to the floor and he could
have pointed to that vote.

So I ask my friend one more time: Do
we expect to have a budget here in
April when it is due or soon thereafter?
And if so, will that budget be balanced?
I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and I apologize,
you did ask me that the last time. I got
caught up, and I forgot the other stuff.
The President has sent a budget. The
Budget Committee is reviewing it. I
think you will see one coming after
they review it.

But the one thing I do want to bring
up, let’s not repeat the same things we
have gone through. We are living under
the Budget Act of 1974. I think the
world has changed since then. Why
don’t we modernize the Budget Act? We
put that in that last bill. The bipar-
tisan working group, I would say that
should be our top priority. Let’s not re-
peat the same mistakes, and let’s not
constrain ourselves if we really want to
tackle this deficit.

I am hopeful you will work with us
on that. But you said a few things that
are interesting. You support the mili-
tary, and I don’t doubt that. But you
voted against the military funding that
was on the floor. When you talked
about that omnibus that you wanted a
lot of trust because everybody worked
so closely together on and you are real-
ly afraid about the rescissions coming
back that can take money back that
wasn’t even in the omnibus—a trust
that that could break that you voted
against—you said, but, of course, the
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Republicans wanted the military. And
you said, we increased it by 10 or so,
even though it has been cut by more
than 20. You said, but, of course, we
wanted to fund other things. I thought
you said education.

Mr. HOYER. I did.

Mr. McCARTHY. You said opioids.

Mr. HOYER. I did.

Mr. McCARTHY. So if you care about
the military, you care about education,
you care about opioids, and you are
concerned about breaking a trust be-
cause you negotiated this, why did you
vote ‘‘no?” Why did you vote against
the things you just said you cared
about? Then you said you cared a lot
about the deficit. But on this floor, we
had a balanced budget agreement—you
actually said you supported it—but
that is not how you voted. You voted
“no.” So when you had an oppor-
tunity——

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time. I
said I had voted for balanced budget
amendments in the past when I spoke
on the floor, and I said that I rose not
to oppose the constitutional amend-
ment, but to deride it. It was such a po-
litically patently dishonest effort to
pretend that you are for a balanced
budget. And guess who said that? Mr.
MASSIE, a member of your caucus; Mr.
MEADOWS, the chairman of your Free-
dom Caucus; and Senator CORKER from
Tennessee. They all said that, that it
was not a real item, yet we spent all of
yesterday working on a document that
you knew, Republicans knew, every-
body knew was not a real effort and
would not pass.

We spent all day doing that. That is
what I said. Yes, I have, in the ‘90s,
supported a budget amendment which
would restrain us from acting without
paying for what we buy.

Your side of the aisle, in my opinion,
does not like to pay for what you buy,
but you want to buy things because
you spend as much money in your
budgets as we spend—maybe on dif-
ferent things.

But this side, I want to tell the ma-
jority leader, do not run out that ca-
nard—Mr. Speaker, I say to the major-
ity leader—that Democrats do not sup-
port national security. We do, and the
votes prove it.

You had 90 of your Members vote
against the agreement. I voted against
it as well. I voted against it because we
did not reach an agreement, and I am
going to get to that issue in just a sec-
ond. The gentleman knows I feel very
strongly about it. I talked to him
about it, and it should have been in
that bill, and it wasn’t. That is why I
voted ‘‘no.” But 90 of your Members
voted against it.

Does the majority leader say to me
that those 90 people—including when
we established the level of spending,
the chairman of your Armed Services
Committee who voted ‘‘no’’—are you
telling me they were not for protecting
our military, protecting our men and
women in the Armed Forces, pro-
tecting the training that we give to our
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men and women in the Armed Forces?
Are you telling me those 90 Repub-
licans weren’t supporting that? Is that
what you are saying? Yes or no? I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. MCCARTHY. The answer is no,
I'm not saying that, and you know I
am not. Let me be very clear. They
fought for the military funding; and
when we got in the room to make the
agreement, we held up our word. So let
me follow through with a few more, be-
cause you make me concerned.

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time.
Mr. Leader, I am not sure. I want to
understand. They upheld their word.
Ninety people voted against the bill
you are saying supported the military,
90 of your people voted against that.
The majority of Democrats voted for
it. Are you telling me those 90 Repub-
licans who voted against it were
against the military? That is my ques-
tion to you.

Mr. McCARTHY. May I ask the gen-
tleman if I may finish my answer be-
fore the gentleman reclaims his time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GIANFORTE). The Chair will remind
Members to direct their remarks to the
Chair.
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Mr. McCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, 1
think it is very healthy that we have
these debates. I think the American
public should see it because I believe,
Mr. Speaker, when somebody says they
support something, the best way to
prove it is you vote for it.

As I stated earlier, the gentleman
said he supports the military. I don’t
doubt that. But when the military
funding bill came to the floor, after it
has been cut by more than 20 percent
and after more people have died in
training than in combat, we had the
opportunity to do it.

The gentleman also said in that bill
there was good stuff like opioids and
education. But he said ‘‘no’ to that. I
have heard the gentleman on this floor,
Mr. Speaker, I have heard my friend
talk about CHIP and the importance of
that. I know it is important to the gen-
tleman, but he voted against it.

I heard, Mr. Speaker, my friend bring
up, because one of our colleagues here,
MARK MEADOWS, talked about he would
rather have a different BBA, but when
he had the opportunity, he voted for
that because he does believe in a bal-
anced budget.

Mr. Speaker, I went to Puerto Rico
with my friend. But when that funding
came on the floor, I don’t doubt that
what he wants to do, we have written
editorials together. He voted ‘“‘no.” He
told me time and time again that shut-
ting down the government is the worst
thing and that he would never do that.
But when the time came, Mr. Speaker,
he shut the government down this
year.

So there is a difference between
words and actions.

Mr. HOYER. Would the gentleman
yield?
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Mr. McCARTHY. The one thing I
would say, Mr. Speaker, my friend also
told me he would let me answer this
question without reclaiming his time.

Mr. HOYER. But the gentleman says
that I shut down the government. Can
you tell him that the Senate didn’t
adopt the budget? With all due respect,
I don’t vote in the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate individuals and their words. I
just want to make sure people are held
accountable for their actions. Yes,
there was an omnibus on the floor, not
anything on this side of the aisle want-
ed.

We passed all 12. We did our job. We
did our job just like we promised. Un-
fortunately, the Senate—and it wasn’t
the majority over in the Senate, it was
the minority—wanted to hold it hos-
tage the same way they did when they
wanted to shut down the government.

I think the American public deserves
more and deserves better. That is why
I think we need to reform the 1974
Budget Act, and I think this floor will
see a great debate. I think both sides of
the aisle would like to see it reformed.
I just hope that the American public
will not only hear the words but see
the action in the votes to back up what
people say.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the Budget
Act is not the problem. The problem is
a lack of discipline, not the Budget
Act. I said yesterday on the constitu-
tional amendment, if you want to bal-
ance the budget, do it. Do it. Offer a
balanced budget.

Mr. MCCARTHY. We have.

Mr. HOYER. You had that oppor-
tunity to do it. You won’t do it. I guar-
antee you that you won’t do it. You
can say whatever you want.

Mr. Speaker, they won’t do it. They
haven’t done it. There will not be a bal-
anced budget on this floor from either
side because we have dug such a deep
hole. To balance the budget tomorrow
or 2 years from now would decimate
Social Security and Medicare. Now,
maybe that is what is in store. Maybe
that is what is contemplated.

But when I hear, Mr. Speaker, the
majority leader talking about the
Budget Act, first of all, the American
public does not know what the Budget
Act is. They do know who we are, and
they sent us here to be responsible and
have discipline and have the courage of
our convictions.

The reason I say pay for it is because
the constraint we have abandoned, and
we have pretended that we could cut
taxes and magically things would be
paid for. They have not been, and what
we buy today we are expecting our
children to pay for it tomorrow and to-
morrow and tomorrow.

I suggest that is an intellectually
bankrupt policy, and it is also an im-
moral policy. And to pretend that
somehow we can fix that either by an
amendment—which, by the way, could
be waived—or by amending the Budget
Act—is the Budget Act perfect? Could

H3227

it be perfected? I am sure it could be.
But that is not the problem.

The problem is the pretense that
somehow we are going to grow our-
selves magically without discipline and
without paying for what we buy,
whether that is defense or nondefense.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we need to get on
to some other issues, and I want to ex-
plain to the majority leader why I
didn’t vote for the bill.

The President of the United States
did something I think was bad judg-
ment and put millions of people at
risk. It is called Deferred Action for
Childhood Arrivals. Eighty-six percent
of the American people think that we
ought to protect those children who
came here not of their own volition but
as children.

The majority leader, myself, the mi-
nority leader, and the Speaker of the
House met with leaders of the Hispanic
community, leaders of the African-
American community, and leaders of
the Asian Pacific Islander community.
When I say leaders, the three chairs of
those caucuses. We talked in late Sep-
tember about a week and a half after
the President had withdrawn DACA
protections and said we need to solve
this.

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me quote the
Speaker of the House, Mr. RYAN: My
commitment to working together on
an immigration measure that we can
make law is a sincere commitment.

Let me repeat: My commitment to
working together on an immigration
measure that we can make law is a sin-
cere commitment. We will solve this
DACA problem, said the Speaker, once
we get this budget agreement done.

This was not the omnibus. This was
the precursor to the omnibus which set
the level of spending.

He said: We will solve this DACA
problem, and we will get this done no
matter how long it takes us to stay
here. We will focus on bringing the de-
bate to this floor and finding a solu-
tion.

I voted ‘‘no’ on the omnibus because
they did not follow through on that
commitment, so everybody under-
stands. However, I am the whip. I count
votes, and I certainly think the major-
ity leader has had enough evidence and
has enough respect for my ability that
if we had worked to defeat that bill, we
would have defeated it with the 90 Re-
publicans who voted ‘‘no’” on the bill
the Republicans brought to the floor,
which was an agreed.

But that bill needed to pass. But, yes,
I voted ‘“‘no’’ because from September—
and the Speaker told me: Oh, March 5
is coming, we have got time to fix it.
We have got time to take care of these
700, 800,000 young people that 86 percent
of the American people think ought
not to be sent to a country that is not
their home, they don’t know, and they
have not been there for the over-
whelming majority of their lives.

So, yes, I voted ‘‘no’” because, on
their behalf, I was concerned that that
commitment that the Speaker enun-
ciated in February, approximately a
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month before DACA was to terminate,
had not been met.

It is now a month after March 5, Mr.
Speaker, and that commitment has not
been met to this day, notwithstanding
the fact that Speaker RYAN urged the
President not to do what he did, and
the President turned around and said:
Fix it by legislation. And the Speaker
committed in that meeting to which I
referred just weeks after the President
acted as saying: We will get that done.

Now, Mr. Speaker, there is a rule
that has been filed by a Republican
Member of this House. It now has, I
think, 44 Republicans on it. If it
doesn’t have yet, it will have 190-plus
Democrats on it, which will mean that
230 Members of this House will have
signed on to a document that says:
Let’s fix DACA now.

Yes, I voted ‘“no.” I voted ‘‘no” in
protest and in dismay that we had not
addressed this issue. I hope I have ex-
plained to the majority leader why I
voted ‘““‘no’” but at the same time why a
majority of my party, including the
leader of my party, Ms. PELOSI, voted
‘“‘aye.” They voted ‘‘aye’ because they
knew we had made an agreement. They
knew it was an agreement reached by
both sides. They didn’t like everything
in it any more than Republicans liked
everything in it, but it was an agree-
ment, and so it passed handily.

I will tell my friend I hope he does
not doubt—perhaps he does—that that
would have happened without a percep-
tion and belief on this side that we had
an agreement and it ought to pass, and
it did pass with 90 Republicans voting
“no” and the overwhelming majority
of my party voting ‘‘yes.”

I hope the leader will tell me, Mr.
Speaker, whether or not the commit-
ment that was made in September, the
commitment that was articulated by
the Speaker of the House in February
when he was urging us and his own
Members to support the legislation
which sets the level of spending on
which the omnibus was based, I hope he
can assure me that, before the end of
this month, that we will have the op-
portunity to do what we think is ex-
traordinarily fair to do.

Mr. GOODLATTE of the Judiciary has a
bill. I don’t like the bill, but it is a bill
that came out of the majority com-
mittee. There is another bill called the
Dreamer bill. That is a bipartisan bill
sponsored by ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, a
Republican from Florida, and LUCILLE
ROYBAL-ALLARD, a Democrat from
California. Bring that bill to the floor.

Then there is a third bill, Mr. Speak-
er, sponsored by Mr. HURD from Texas,
a Republican, and Mr. AGUILAR, a Dem-
ocrat from California, that I believe
has the support of over 218 Members of
this House. I have asked the majority
leader and we have asked the Speaker:
Bring those three bills to the floor.
Bring those three bills to the floor and
let the House work its will.

The Speaker is leaving, but the
Speaker has on numerous occasions
said: We will not duck the tough issues.
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That is a direct quote, Mr. Speaker. We
will take them head-on. We should not
hide our disagreements. We should em-
brace them. We have nothing to fear
from honest disagreements honestly
stated.

Bring those three bills to the floor,
Mr. Speaker, I implore the majority
leader. Let the House work its will.
Face the tough issues.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend.

Mr. MCcCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I listened intently to
my friend to give his explanation of
why he voted ‘‘no” on the omni the
people negotiated for, and I don’t doubt
that that is the reason why. He said he
was concerned about DACA. The only
thing, Mr. Speaker, I am concerned
about, that was the same excuse he
gave me of why he voted to shut the
government down when he said he
would never do that either.

But, Mr. Speaker, when I read his
Twitter account

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, will the majority leader tell
me when I voted to shut down the gov-
ernment? Does he have a cite there?

I yield to my friend.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Once I finish this, I
will give my friend the date.

Tuesday, on the gentleman’s Twitter
account—I like how my friend uses it
more often, maybe the President in-
spired him—@WhipHoyer, Dreamers
can still apply to renew DACA protec-
tions. Learn more about the require-
ment for applying for renewal.

I don’t know which one is right. If on
his Twitter account he says that it is
okay because no DACA students or
kids are being removed, he says in his
Twitter account you can apply right
now. But I am going to vote against
the omni that we negotiated with be-
cause I am really worried about the re-
scissions that go against maybe some
money that has been wasted.

0 1145

But when I look at this, Mr. Speaker,
I know for a fact the President made
another offer to not only solve DACA,
but to solve Dreamers. All he requested
was could we have the border secure.
He wasn’t asking for an astronomical
number.

When you think back, many times,
Mr. Speaker, I get an argument from
the other side about the Gang of Eight
bill. They spent twice as much on bor-
der security than the President is ask-
ing for.

I know for a fact the President
talked to the leader on the other side,
of his party. I know for a fact they
came back and said no. I know the
President actually put it out on his
Twitter account. The President wants
to solve this problem, but he wants to
make sure the border is secure.

Mr. Speaker, as we speak right now,
there are people who are marching
from other countries because they
think they can just march directly
across our border.
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I think our border needs to be secure.
I would hope everybody would feel that
same way. I know the President wants
to solve this problem. He offered. As a
fact, Mr. Speaker, the President said it
from inside these Chambers for the
whole Nation to hear.

Sometimes I begin to wonder: Do
words and action actually do the exact
same thing? Could it be possible, Mr.
Speaker, that sometimes people play
politics with issues? Could it be pos-
sible that sometimes people could use
that for an excuse? Could it be possible
that people would say they want to
solve a problem, but when they have
the offer of a solution, they say no so
they can keep it to try to make a polit-
ical argument out of it?

I don’t know. Maybe. But I will tell
the American public this: We want to
solve that problem.

Now, Mr. Speaker, my friend on the
other side of the aisle is worried about
the debt. I am, too. He voted for a
budget that would increase it by more
than $6 trillion, but he wants to raise
your taxes and take more of your
money by another $3 trillion. It still
increases it much more than what he
takes in taxes.

He said he heard those arguments all
before that the Republicans, they
won’t do well if they let people keep
more of their own money. Well, I just
looked at the latest numbers. In the
first 3 months with the new tax bill, do
you know what? More revenue came in.
Millions of people got to keep more of
what they earned.

What is interesting is so many Amer-
icans got a pay raise simply because
government said you could do better
with your own. That, I think, is true.
And if my friend, Mr. Speaker, agrees
with that, I know he will be there for
the recision.

Where can we stand up for the tax-
payer? If there is money wasted here,
why wouldn’t we go line by line? It
won’t be just the omni. It will be all
those other accounts that have been
sitting there. I don’t think that is a
Republican or Democratic idea. I truly
believe that is an American idea, and I
think that is the responsibility that we
all have.

I know these colloquies go long. I
like my friend across the aisle, Mr.
Speaker. I consider him a friend. But
just as anybody has friends, we have
different philosophical opinions, and
that is healthy. But at the end of the
day, we can’t make excuses. At the end
of the day, Mr. Speaker, there is a bill
on the floor.

And, yes, I want it 100 percent my
way, but, unfortunately, that is not the
way our government is created. It is
supposed to find compromise. I can al-
ways find an excuse: Do you know
what? Someone didn’t look right at
me, or someone said something I dis-
agreed with.

But as we know today, no DACA
child is getting deported. As we know
today, the President wants to solve
this. As we know today, the President
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has made many offers. So, I think, Mr.
Speaker, there is no more time for ex-
cuses. It is time for solving.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, the majority leader and I
serve in a coequal branch of govern-
ment. We don’t serve at the pleasure of
the President, nor should we go hand in
hand to the President of the United
States and say: Can we do this?

The majority leader, of course, did
not answer my question. He wants to
continue to talk about who voted for or
against the omnibus as opposed to re-
sponding to are we going to have a bal-
anced budget on the floor. We can have
amendments on the floor; that sounds
good. We can articulate that we are
going to grow ourselves out. But doing
it, just do it.

Yes, temporarily, the courts have
said the President didn’t do the right
thing in the right way, so there has
been a stay. And the gentleman is cor-
rect that the DACA students are not at
risk as of March 5. I say ‘‘students.”
Some of them are students; some are
not.

Words do, in fact, mean something.
The leader says that all he wants is
border security. Well, border security,
and he wants to restrict the ability to
unify moms and dads and their chil-
dren in the United States of America.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MCCARTHY. He knows that is
not true. You just said I want to stop
unification of moms and dads? You
know that is not true, and you know I
made an offer to actually speed that
up.
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, is the gentleman saying that,
when we had discussions in your office
and you wanted to eliminate the option
to sponsor mothers and fathers by their
children, was not that not part of the
offer that you discussed in your office,
Mr. Leader?

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes, I am saying
that is not true. Let me explain what it
is.

Mr. HOYER. I'll be glad to hear the
explanation.

Mr. MCCARTHY. So, when someone
comes here, they can petition others.
They can petition their parents. They
can petition their children. They can
petition their spouse.

Mr. HOYER. Currently.

Mr. McCCARTHY. They can petition
their brother and sister, and then they
can petition their married children.

Mr. HOYER. Currently.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Right as of today,
currently, you are only allowing 65,000
for brothers and sisters. That is not a
mother, and that is not a child.

Right now, today, there is more than
a 30-year wait. So what we proposed is
that system is not working. So a broth-
er and sister has their own family. So
instead of taking those up, why don’t
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you put those into the spouse and the
children?

So what we offered to you—and
maybe they didn’t quite understand
it—you would speed up the process for
parents, your spouses, and your chil-
dren. I always thought that was very
reasonable.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, we go round and round on
that.

Obviously, when we talked about
family reunification, you had an offer
that you said you were making on be-
half of the President that clearly un-
dermined the ability to sponsor, by
some, their mothers and fathers. We
can go round and round on that. That
was my perception of it. We will get
the record, and I think that is pretty
accurate, Mr. Leader.

Mr. Speaker, the answer to the ques-
tion, though, has not come, and that is:
Will the majority leader bring to the
floor three bills and let them be voted
on by this House and express the will of
the American people?

One of those bills is a Republican
bill. One is probably perceived by the
Republicans as a Democratic bill, al-
though ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN is a co-
sponsor of that bill. And one, clearly, is
a bipartisan bill, negotiated by Mr.
HURD, a Republican from Texas, and
Mr. AGUILAR, a Democrat from Cali-
fornia, that has at least 44 Republicans
who have signed on to a rule to bring
that particular bill to the floor. All 193
Democrats will be for that bill, to
bring it to the floor, which is over 230
Members of this House.

I am asking the leader: Will he bring
those three bills to the floor? Because
what the President said—and the lead-
er says words matter. What the Presi-
dent said on TV for all of America to
see: We will solve the DACA issue. You
send me a bill, and I will sign it.

That is what he said, Mr. Speaker.
But what happened? The Senate had
four bills. Unlike the House, Mr.
MCcCONNELL brought those four bills to
the floor so the Senate could work its
will. And there were some 25 Senators,
Republicans and Democrats, had come
together and put a commonsense bill
on the floor, contrary to what the
President of the United States said in
that meeting on television—not my
words. Just go back to the video. Re-
play it: I will sign a bill.

And then he said, beating—he didn’t
beat his chest literally: I will take the
heat.

What did he do when the common-
sense bill came to the floor? He said: I
will veto it if it is sent down here.

It had $25 billion in authorization for
the President’s wall and border secu-
rity, and he said: I will veto it.

As a result, it only got 54 votes. It
needed 60 votes. Had he not said he
would veto it, it would have passed. 1
am absolutely convinced of that.

That was four bills. Why, Mr. Speak-
er? This is the people’s House. The
Speaker said: We will take the tough
issues head-on. We will not shrink from
that responsibility.
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All we are asking is to bring those
bills to the floor.

Recisions, we can argue about the
recisions. And when they come down
here substantively, the leader men-
tions frequently about money that is
not going to be spent anyway. None of
us are going to oppose that if that is, in
fact, what it does. That is an obfusca-
tion of the issue that we are talking
about.

We had an agreement. We think that
agreement upset a lot of the majority
leader’s party, and that is why this is
happening. They are going to try to
correct that political problem they
have, just like the balanced budget
amendment is trying to correct a polit-
ical problem.

So I would hope, Mr. Speaker, that
the leader would assure me at some
point in time that they will do what
they said they will do from September
to now: address solving the DACA
issue. And then what the President
said, Mr. Speaker, was then we will go
to comprehensive immigration reform.

We ought to do that. The Senate
passed a bill some 5 years ago. We
asked and have asked over the last 5
years: Bring that bill to the floor.

Now, that bill doesn’t exist now be-
cause, in the Congress in which it was
sent to us, it wasn’t brought to the
floor. The Republicans were in charge,
and they didn’t bring it to the floor.
We asked for it over and over and over
again so we could solve what everybody
knows is a broken immigration system.

But, at least in the ambit of these
three bills, there is a solution to one
small part of that that the President,
on national TV, said he wanted to solve
and would sign the bill—right up until
the time he said he would veto the bill.

The President is a very flexible indi-
vidual, as we have all seen. I hope he
would sign any one of these bills.

And I think the Senate would pass
the Aguilar-Hurd bill. If it were
brought to the floor, I am convinced it
would pass. I think it would pass the
Senate, and I would hope the President
would sign it and solve a problem that
the President of the United States,
when he rescinded the protections,
asked us to legislate on and send him a
bill. T would hope he would do that. I
hope the majority leader would do
that.

I yield to my friend.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman asked
me a question earlier. I want to make
sure I answer it.

I made a claim that the gentleman
voted to shut the government down.
My claim is based upon three times:

January 22, the continuing resolution
to keep the government open, you
voted ‘‘no’’;

On February 6, the continuing resolu-
tion, you voted ‘‘no’’;

Then, when government was shut
down, there was a bill to reopen the
government on February 9, and you
again voted ‘‘no.”
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I will look at those ref-
erences.

I did vote to shut down, certainly, I
think in—I am not sure of the January
date. When we had the majority, won
that vote, the majority leader came
back to the floor within a few hours.
We had a vote. We voted to open up the
government. Almost every Democrat
voted for that. The government opened,
and then we got a deal.

So the issue that I asked the major-
ity leader about he still has not re-
sponded to, notwithstanding our meet-
ing in September, notwithstanding the
representations made by the President
of the United States, notwithstanding
the fact that the court has said what
was done was done incorrectly, and
notwithstanding the President’s re-
quest to solve this issue and send him
a bill and he would sign it and take the
heat for it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

————
O 1200
ADJOURNMENT FROM FRIDAY,
APRIL 13, 2018, TO MONDAY,

APRIL 16, 2018

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet on Monday, April 16, 2018, when it
shall convene at noon for morning-hour
debate and 2 p.m. for legislative busi-
ness.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

——————

RECOGNIZING CRIME VICTIMS’
RIGHTS

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, this is
National Crime Victims’ Rights Week,
and back in 2004, I introduced the
Crime Victims’ Rights Act, which was
signed into law by President Bush as
part of the Justice for All Act.

Under that landmark legislation,
crime victims were finally awarded
criminal rights in Federal criminal
cases, including the right to protec-
tion, the right to timely notice not to
be excluded and to be heard at all pub-
lic hearings, the right to confer with
the prosecutor, the right to restitu-
tion, the right to a speedy trial, and
the right to privacy.

Several years later, the GAO found
that too many victims were not aware
of these important rights and that
more needed to be done to educate vic-
tims. You see, in civics class, we all
learned about the rights of the accused,
but very little attention is given to the
rights of victims.

Mr. Speaker, as we commemorate
National Crime Victims’ Rights Week
this week, it is important that we
make sure victims know what their
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rights are under the law. It is the least
we can do to show victims the respect
and dignity that they deserve.

——————

HONORING THE LIFE OF JORDAN
McILDOON

(Mr. KIHUEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIHUEN. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to remember the life of Jordan
McIldoon. Jordan, who came from
Maple Ridge, British Columbia, Can-
ada, was an only child with a big heart
who worked hard and loved his family.
He was just days away from his 24th
birthday and was about to start trade
school to further his knowledge as a
mechanic’s apprentice.

Jordan was always making jokes and
loved trucks, motorcycles, and country
music. He died saving his girlfriend,
Amber Bereza, from gunfire at the
Route 91 festival in Las Vegas on Octo-
ber 1.

Jordan was a selfless person who only
wanted to make people happy. He al-
ways wanted to have a good time and
was a happy-go-lucky kind of guy. Jor-
dan is remembered for his sense of
humor and laugh that could light up a
room.

I would like to extend my condo-
lences to Jordan McIldoon’s family and
friends. Please note that the city of
Las Vegas, the State of Nevada, and
the whole country grieve with you.

———

HONORING THE MEMORY OF
SERGEANT DIETRICH SCHMIEMAN

(Mr. NEWHOUSE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to introduce legislation to honor
the memory of Marine Sergeant
Dietrich Schmieman of Richland,
Washington.

Dietrich grew up in central Wash-
ington and had a strong love for the
Pacific Northwest. He had a positive
influence on everyone he came into
contact with and a life full of poten-
tial.

After high school, he enlisted in the
U.S. Marine Corps with the goal of be-
coming part of its Special Operations
Command. He bonded with his brothers
in arms, but he remained close friends
with his family in Washington State as
he traveled around the world honorably
serving his country.

Sergeant Schmieman achieved his
goal and was serving in the 2nd Raider
Battalion at Camp Lejeune, North
Carolina, when he was tragically killed
in a military cargo plane crash in July
of 2017. He and 15 other servicemembers
that passed away will never be forgot-
ten for their sacrifice.

Dietrich is remembered for his kKind-
ness, his sense of adventure and strong
friendships. In honor of his service, I
am introducing legislation, with the
support of the entire Washington State
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delegation in the House of Representa-
tives, to designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located
on West Van Giesen Street in West
Richland, Washington, as the Sergeant
Dietrich Schmieman Post Office.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
supporting this legislation to honor the
memory of Sergeant Schmieman, who
gave his life for our Nation.

———

CBO LATEST BUDGET
PROJECTIONS

(Mr. CARBAJAL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CARBAJAL. Mr. Speaker, this
week, the nonpartisan Congressional
Budget Office released its latest budget
projections predicting that the Repub-
lican tax plan will add a stunning $1.8
trillion to the deficit.

It turns out major tax cuts for the
wealthiest Americans do not pay for
themselves. With their tax scam cut-
ting revenue and exploding the deficit,
Republicans have now set their sights
on crippling Social Security retire-
ment and Medicare health insurance
programs that millions of Americans
rely on.

They shamelessly proposed a bal-
anced budget amendment to distract
from the reckless deficit spending, but
I am here to say that the public is
smarter than they think. They recog-
nize this is just the next step in their
plan to cut programs that strengthen
retirement security and ensure
healthcare access.

I voted against this foolish budgeting
proposal, and I urge my colleagues to
commit to responsible bipartisan
spending reform.

——

CELEBRATING ISRAEL’S 70TH
ANNIVERSARY

(Mr. FASO asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FASO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to celebrate the 70th anniversary of the
State of Israel.

The United States was the first na-
tion to recognize Israel as an inde-
pendent nation in 1948. Since then, our
nations have cultivated a significant
and enduring relationship, one built on
a shared commitment to democracy,
peace in the Middle East, and economic
prosperity.

Israel is among the United States’
most important allies in the inter-
national community. Since its inde-
pendence, the Jewish state has resolved
to maintain a free and democratic soci-
ety, despite being surrounded by pow-
ers committed to its destruction.

I extend my sincerest congratula-
tions to the citizens of Israel on 70
years of independence. I wish the Jew-
ish state continued prosperity in the
next 70 years, and I look forward to our
two nations continuing to strengthen
our alliance.
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